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In response to a request from the. Calif ornia state 
legislature, a plan is proposed for obtaining information on the 
number of community college students eligible to transfer to the 
University of California and the California State University; the 
characteristics of those students who do and do not transfer; and the 
persistence and performance of transfer students. First, data on 
student transfers from earlier studies and the assumptions underlying 
the plan are outlined. The subsequent sections detail the conditions 
of eligibility to enter California universities as a freshman or 
transfer student; indicate the areas in which information on 
eligibility is not available; and present a plan for obtaining 
information from high school and community college records. Next, a 
comparison is provided of students who do and do not transfer on the 
basis of results of a 1978 survey, and a plan for developing a 
profile of community college transfer students is presented. The next 
section discusses persistence and performance rates of transfer 
students, difficulties in obtaining information on students who drop 
out within a year, and the problems of comparing transfer and native 
four-year college students. In addition, programs instituted in the 
universities to provide information on transfer students to the 
community colleges are examined. Finally, after a timetable for the 
plan's implementation is presented, solutions proposed to overcome 
barriers to transfer are stunmarized. Appendices provide detailed 
student transfer information. (HB) 
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Summary: 

Budget language adopted by the Legislature during the 1979 
session requested the Conunission, in cooperation with the 
public and .private segments of higher education, to develop 
plans for obtaining information about (1) numbers of Community 
College students who would be eligible to transfer to the 
University of California and the California State University 
and Colleges, (2) the characteristics of those who do and do not 
transfer, and (3) the persistence and performance of th<s 
transfer students, compared with those who entered the systems 
as freshmen. The plan was also to include reporting dates for 
its implementation and recommendations for removing any 
barriers to transfer. Commission staft has worked with staff in 
the segments in developing the plan, which has been reviewed by 
the Commission's intersegmental Task Force on Admissions and 
Articulation. 

In May 1979 the Commission received a plan, Increasing the Rate 
and Retention of Community College Transfers from 
Underrepresented Groups , which was prepared' for the Legislature 
by joint actions of ^ the three public segments, and approved 
Commission staff comments which had been requested by the 
Legislature. The two plans are related in their intent to 
improve access to baccalaureate education through the Community* 
Colleges, and indicative of continuing legislative interest in 
th'2 transfer function. 

The Policy Evaluation Committee approved the plan at its 
January 20 meeting for transmittal to the full Conunission for #. 
action. 

Recommended Action: 

Adoption of the proposed resolution. 
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INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)/' 



Califoraia Postsecondary 
Education Commission 



Proposed Resolution 

Approving a Plan for Obtaining Community College 
Transfer Student Information 



WHEREAS, The Legislature requested in budget language adopted 
during the 1979 session that the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission develop a plan for obtaining certain 
kinds of information about Community College transfer 
students y and 

WHEREAS, The Commission has developed such a plan with the 

cooperation of the public and privatia segments of higher 
education, as requested by the Legislature; now, 
therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
approves the plan for transmission to the Legislature. 
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PLAN FOR OBTAINING COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENT INFORMATION 



OVERVIEW 

Budget languages adopted during the 1979 session of the Legislature 
contained the following request: 

The California Pos tsecondary Education Commission, in 
cooperation with the public and private segments of higher 
education, shall develop plans for (1) estimating the 
number of community college students who would be eligible 
for transfer to the University of California and the 
California State University add Colleges, (2) describing 
those who do and do not transfer in terms of sex, age, 
racial/ethnic group, and EOP/S status, and (3) reporting 
on the persistence and pe^rformance of the transfer 
students, in comparison with those who entered the systems 
as freshmen. The plan is to be ^reported to the Joint . 
Legislative Budget Committee on January 1, 1980, and shall 
include a reporting date for the results of implementing 
the plan and recommendations for modifying or removing any 
barriers to reduce the transfer capability of community 
college students. 

This report sets forth segmental plans for obtaining the information 
requested by the Legislature, together with dates for reporting such 
info rmation. 

A year earlier, in 1978, the State Budget Act had directed the three 
public segments to report jointly to the Legislature and the 
Commission on segmental efforts to increase the rate and retention of 
minority, low-income, women, and handicapped Community College 
students who transferred to four-year institutions. In addition, 
the Community Colleges were asked to make a specific proposal foe 
helping the University and the State University by identifying 
underrepresented students who could potentially transfer to four- 
year institutions. That report was submitted to the Commission for 
coiranent in May 1979; Commission staff comments were approved in July 
for transmission to the Legislature as requested in the Budget Act. 
No further actions were called for, once the report and the 
Commission's comments were forwarded to the Legislature. 

The request made by the 1979 Legislature is broader than the previous 
request in that it pertains to all types of Community College 
students who might transfer to four-year institutions. The request 
appears to have arisen out of legislative concerns about declining 
numbers of Community College transfer students and the lack of 
evidence concerning their performance and persistence after 



transfer. Commission studies completed in 1976 1/, 1978 2/, and 1979 
3/ show quite clearly that; 

1. Fewer than one out of ten Community College students are now 
completing associate degree programs or transferring to four- 
year institutions, or both; 

2. About half persist for at least two consecutive terms in the 
same Community College; 

3. Students who enroll in Community Colleges soon after 
graduation from high school are"" more likely to be enrolled 
full time and have higher rates of persistence and transfer 
than older students who are usually enrolled part time; 

4. The performance of Community College students after transfer 
who persist for one year is satisfactory, in terms of both the 
small percentages with grade-point averages below C and the 
small differential between their Community College and post- 
transfer averages; however, performance data were unavailable 
for students who dropped out shortly after transfer and 
incomplete for others-; 

5. Probability of transfer is highly related to proximity to a 
campus of a four-year institution, particularly a State 
University campus; and 

6. Numbers of Community College students tranferring to the 
University and the State University have been declining since 
the early 1970s, although enrollments of recent high school 
graduates were still increasing slightly a few years before 
transfer from Community Colleges would have occurred. 

The Open Door report published by the Commission in 1976 was 
requested by the Legislature in the early 1970s, when it b^ecame 
apparent that very little information was available to descril5e the 
growing numbers of Community College students who were not in degree 
or transfer programs. At about that .time. Community College 
personnel and others became concerned about the lack of procedures 
for the systematic reporting of information about their students who 
transferred to the University and the State University. The 
statewide reports which the University had been providing to the 
Community Colleges over a long period of time were suspended for two 
years because of uncertainties related to interpretations of the law 
governing the privacy of student records. The University resumed its 
reports to the Community Colleges in 1978, with data provided for 
1976 and 1977 as well. The State University was simply unable to 
cope with the complexities of statewide reporting for a nineteen- 
campus syste.m to which more than fifty thousand Community College 



students tcansf er::ed each year. The State University is now 
proposing annual reports on the performance on freshmen and transfer 
students who persist into their second year. 

An intersegmental Task Force on Admissions and .Articulation was 
established in 1979, to be advisory to Commission staff on problems 
related to admission, the flow of students from high school to and 
through college, and related matters. The development of better 
transfer student information has been one of the Task Force's primary 
concerns. Thus, when budget language was adopted which asked the 
Commission to develop plans for obtaining such information, members 
of the Task Force were asked for advice and. assistance at various 
stages of development of the plans. Most of the'data to be produced 
by the plan will in fact be supplied by the segments from their 
segmental data bases or campus sources. While the Commission has had 
primary responsibility for developing the plan, in consultation with 
the segments, the success of its implementation will depend, greatly 
on the segments ^ ability to provide the information called for, in 
accordance with the proposed timetable. 

Assumptions Underlying the Plan 

The primary assumption on which the plan was based was that, the data 
to be provided by the segments would not be conditional on new S.tate 
funding for their information systems, this assumption does not 
imply that no additional expense will be incurred in obtaining the 
information, but that the plan will be executed essentially within 
existing resources. Thus, the information to be attained will fall 
short of what was sought by the Legislature, at least in the 
immediate future. 

The present limitations and future plans of the Community Colleges 
for segmental data base development were set forth in detail in the 
joint segmental report to the Legislature in 1979, Increasing the 
Rate and Retention of Community College Transfers from 
Under rep resented Groups . 

In a memorandum from the Chancellor's Office, dated December 11, 
1979, concerning Community College participation in the plan to 
study transfer rates, the following commitment was made: 

. . .some of the questions posited in the budget language 
which mandated this study plaii can be fully and accurately 
answered in future years only if there is significant de- 
velopment in the state level information system maintained 
by the Chancellor's Office. We would like^ f or the plan to 
acknowledge that its (the Chancellor's Office] long-range 
goal is the development of that capacity over the next 



f our-to-f ive years. At the same time, we are mindful of 
the probability that the development of that capacity 
would require an expenditure o f human and fiscal 
resources, in the districts and the Chancellor's Office, 
that might seem staggering to many policy-makers and to 
the public. We also believe that justification of such an 
expenditure must indicate considtiration^ of other Board 
commitments in the area of accountability. For these 
reasons, we would prefer that the plan indicate that the 
Chancellor's Office will conduct a cost and time study of 
the required developments of the infcrmation system as a 
part of the short-range efforts of the plan. 

In the interim, the Community Colleges will attempt to provide 
estimates based on samples of student records, and approximations 
derived from different data sets, where possible. 

The segmental data bases for the University and the State University 
lead themselves somewhat better than that of the Cornmunity Colleges 
to obtaining the information requested by the Legislature, largely 
because of the differences in the questions to which each segment 
must respond. However, in most instances the information to be 
provided will be less precise than desired, since the segmental data 
bases have been developed for purposes of enrollment reporting and 
s'tudent accounting, rather than studies of student persistence and 
perfo rmance . 



ELIGIBILITY TO Ti^N'SFER 



Background 

Communi'ty College students become eligible for admission to the 
University and the State University in a variety of ways. Some are 
eligible for freshman admission when they graduate from high school 
and remain eligible if they maintain a Community "College grade-point 
average ^GPA) of at least 2.0 (C) . Another large group becomes 
eligible as a result of completing at least 56 units of transferable 
credit in the Community Colleges with a GPA of at least 2.^ for the 
University, and at least 2.0 for the State University. In addition. 
Community College students qualifying for transfer to the University 
may have to remove subject matter deficiencies incurred in high 
school . 

Between the extremes of eligibility--at the time of high school grad- 
uation, and after completing nearly two years in a Community 
College--unknown numbers of Community College students attain 
eligibility to transfer in still other ways. High school graduates 



with good grades and test scores but one or more subject matter 
deficiencies m the University's required A-to*F pattern may 
transfer at any time after removing such deficiencies by completing 
appropriate Community College courses with satisfactory grades . 
Still another group of potential transfers includes students who 
transferred into the Community Colleges from a wide range of four- 
year institutions, and for a variety of reasons. Determination of 
their eligibility to -transfer to the Universi-ty or the State 
University rs* complex as a result of their having attended different 
types of institutions, and will not be attempted under the current 
plan. Finally, the Community Colleges enroll a very large number of 
older, part-time students, relatively few of whom have transferred 
to four-year institutions in the 1970s to complete baccalaureate 
degree programs. Determining their eligibility to transfer is 
somewhat problematic since they may not be pursuing an organized 
sequence of courses. 

Eligibility for admission to independent colleges aad universities 
is less amenable to analysis than is the case with public 
institutions, which have published, objective standards for both 
freshman and transfer admission, and a commitment to admit all 
eligible applicants. Information furnished by the Association of 
Independent California Colleges and Universities indicated that 
nearly 75 percent of the Community College traasfer students who 
applied to its member institutions were offered admission, and that 
58 percent of those chose to enroll. Furthermore, a survey in Fall 
1978 of thiirty-nine institutions which offer the bachelor's degree 
showed that a total of 8,066 Community College transfer students were 
enrolled at that time, an unknown percentage of whom were continuing 
students . 



Limitations on Obtaining Information 



Eligibility as Freshmen 

Most applicants for freshman admission to the University and the 
State University must present scores on the SAT or the ACT, for use 
in computing an "eligibility index" based on a combination of test 
scores and high school grades. However, applicants with a grade- 
point average of 3.2 and above (B+) are not required to file test 
scores as part of the State University admissions process . Other 
high school graduates must file SAT or ACT scores in order to be 
considered for admission to either segment. Students who enroll in a 
California Community College are not required to take* the SAT or the 
ACT and relatively few do so. The minority for whom such scores are 
available do not constitute a random (or representative) sample of 
Community College freshmen from which to generalize about the number 



or percentage of Community College students who would have been 
eligible for freshman admission to the University or the State 
University. N'o one would seriously propose that all Community 
College freshmen be required to take the SAT or the ACT for research 
purposes, to find out how many would have been theoretically eligible 
for University or State University admission as freshmen. 

The University also requires freshman applicants to have completed a 
prescribed program of high school courses, called the A-to-r 
pattern. The pattern now involves ten or eleven units of year-long 
courses which must be completed with a grade of at least C. Courses 
accepted as meeting the subject requirement must appear on a list 
certified by the high school principal and filed with the University. 
Students with a GPA"&f at least 3.30 in the A-to-F courses taken in 
grades 10 through 12 are eligible regardless of their test scores, 
while those with a GPA below 2.78 are ineligible. High school 
transcripts submitted to Community Colleges do not normally bear 
certification by the high school principal that particular courses 
meet University subject requirements. 

Eligibility as Transfers 

Many Community College students become eligible to transfer to the 
University or the State University as a result of their enrollment in 
transfer courses and achievement of a GPA of C or better in such 
courses. The Community Colleges do not have the information in their 
segmental data base which would be needed to make an accurate 
determination of the eligibility of individual students to transfer. 
The basic problem of the student data bases for all segments is "that 
they are limited for the most part to students who are- currently 
enrolled, and to the past achievement of such students (units 
attempted and earned, and grade-point averages). Students who have 
graduated, transferred, or left the college for other reasons are no 
longer in the segmental data base, and there is no record of their 
final achievement at the State level which could be used in 
determining eligibility to transfer. A further limitation in the 
segmental data base is related to the timing of its development, that 
is, data are usually enteredl for students who are enrolled in the 
fall term, vith no updating of information during the year. 
Therefore, estimates of probable eligibility for transfer have to be 
made on the basis of incomplete data which do not include the last 
term(s) of the students* enrollment before leaving the Community 
College. 

Other shortcomings of the segmental data base, for purposes of 
determining eligibility "to -transfer, are the absence of course- 
specific information, to use in distinguishing between transferable 
and other courses, and grade-point data for transferable courses. It. 



appears "that analysis of individual Community College student 
transcripts may be the only way to make a reliable determination of 
eligibility to transfer. However, such an approach would be costly 
in terms of both obtaining and analyzing transcripts. 

What is Now Known 

It has not been possible- to estimate the number of Community College 
students who would have qualified for admission to the University or 
State University as freshmen on the basis of their high school 
records. However, based on University statistics for Fall 1977, 45 
percent of the Community College students who transferred could have 
attended the University as freshmen, while 55 percent would not have 
been eligible because of subject deficiencies or poor grades in high 
school, or both. Furthermore, a University survey of a sample of 
high schools in 1975, drawn from a larger sample used in the 
Commission's 1976 Eligibility Study , indicated that 23 percent of 
the University-eligible high school graduates and 47 percent of the 
State University-eligible high school graduates had enrolled in a 
Community College, together with 53 percent of the graduates who were 
eligible for neither at the time of high school graduation. 4/ 

Two other findings from the Commission's Eligibility Study have 
implications for the plan to obtaia information about the 
eligibility of Community College students for transfer. 5/ The first 
is the finding that more than 70 percent of the sample found eligible 
for freshman admission to the State University had earned high school 
GP.^s of at least 3.2, and were thus eligible regardless of their SAT 
or ACT test scores • The analysis of University eligibility, on the 
other hand, showed that fewer than 25 percent of the sample had 
satisfied the A-to-F pattern requirement. Thus, a large majority of 
the high school graduates were ineligible for regular admission, 
regardless of test scores and grades earned. 

Possession of an associate degree is not a requirement for transfer 
r.o the University or the State University. Some Community College 
students who have earned the degree are not eligible to transfer 
because they were enrolled in programs from which little credit could 
be transferred, or had too few units of transfer credit or a grade- 
point average below that required for transfer, or bolih. At the same 
time, Community College students may— and often do--transfer with 
fewer than the number of credits required for the associate degree. 
In a recent Commission study, about one-third of the transfer 
students to the University and the State University had earned an 
r^ssociate degree before transfer, while 20 percent had enrolled for 
only one term or irregularly in the Community Colleges before 
transferring. 6/ The same study showed that about half of the 
students who received an associate degree within three years after 
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entering a Community College transferred within a short period or 
time after graduation. 

Finally, the number and types of associate degrees granted per year 
provides a very rough indicator of persistence in the Community 
Colleges on the part of students most likely to- transfer. The 
Community Colleges awarded 63,718 associate degrees during 1977-7S. 
7/ About half were in the arts and sciences, or general, and half in 
the technologies-^business and commerce, 18 percent; health and 
paramedical, 10 .percent; public service, 10 percent; .and other 
technologies, 4 percent. Transfer students may have had a major in 
one of the technologies, particularly those who transferred to the 
State University. However, it is estimated that about two-thirds of 
the transfer students have not been awarded associate degrees before 
transfer. 



Plan for Obtaining Information: Eligibility for Transfer 



On the Basis of the High School Record 

A sample of high school transcripts will be obtained for students 
enrolling in Community Colleges as first-time freshmen, limited to 
recent California high school graduates who are fulT-time Community 
College students. The transcripts will be analyzed for the purpose 
of obtaining rough estimates of the numbers and percentages of 
Community College students who might have been eligible to enter the 
University or the State University, or both, as freshmen. 
Eligibility for freshman admission to the University and the State 
University will be estimated for Community College students solely 
on the basis of high school courses and grades, without reference to 
test scores, for the reasons already stated. 

# For the University, transcripts will be inspected to identify 
students who appear to ^ have satisfied the A-to-F subject 
pattern. For this group of students, grade-point averages will 
be computed for such courses taken in grades 10 through 12, and 
numbers of students in various ranges of grade-point averages 
above 2.77 will be tabulated. Estimates of the percentages 
"eligible*' in each range will be made, based on the University's 
experience with the eligibility index involving both test 
scores and grade-point averages. 

• For the State University, the grade-point average for all 
courses taken in grades 10 through 12 will be used to estimate 
eligibility. Numbers of students in various ranges of grade- 
point average at and above 2.0 will be tabulated, through 3.2 
and above (where students are clearly eligible). Rank in class, 
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where available, will also be used in judging eligibility, with 
those in the upper one-third estimated to be eligible. 
Eligibility of the remaining students will be estimated on the 
basis of the State University's experience with the eligibility 
index. 

On the Basis of the Community College Record 

The following has been proposed by the Chancellor's Office for the 
Community Colleges, in a memorandum dated December 11, 19.79: 

This brief summarizes a technique for estimating the 
number of potential transfer students enrolled, at any 
given time, in California Community Colleges. Actual 
estimates will rely 'on data from files within the 
Chancellor's Office data base containing demographics and 
workload information for samples of (a) all students and 
(b) EOPS students. These data will be supplemented by data 
from a Fall 1978 survey of 1,200 students enrolled in a 
stratified sample of two dozen districts. 

Utilizing certain basic criteria, it should be possible to 
estimate the approximate number of students "emerging*' 
from community colleges in the Spring of 1979 who were (a) 
eligible and interested or (b) eligible but not interested 
in transferring to continue their uadecgraduate work. 
These figures can be compared with those who actually 
transferred in the Fall 1979 to the University (UC) or 
State University and Colleges (CSUC). Figures may also be 
compared to other community college enrollment data in 
order to assess the internal efficiency of college 
•'production.^* Estimates will include not only numbers but 
also attempt to describe the demographics (sex, age, 
race/ethnicity, etc.) and status of students. Similar 
estimates may be possibTe^ for earlier years. 

Criteria for eligibility will include the extent of work 
taken (number of uaits completed) and performance (grade- 
point average) in lower division. Application of these 
cri;teria will distinguish between those eligible for both 
UC and CSUC as opposed to those eligible only for CSUC. 
The factor of motivation should be added to this 
consideration since a number of students may, for a 
variety of reasons, not be interested in transferring to 
UC or CSUC even though eligible to do so. Also of policy 
importance (but derived from data sources other than those 
described above) is the distinction between those now 
eligible and (a) who* were or (b) who were not eligible for 
UC or CSUC at the time of their high school graduation. 



These three simple dichotomies (present eligibility, past 
eligibility, and intention/motivation) produce eight 
subsets of potential transfer students. (See illustrative 
Venn diagrams in Figure 1.) Limits to policy application, 
data problems, and caveats relative to applying 
eligibility criteria all suggest that the number of such 
subsets be kept to a minimum. 

[The next paragraph in the memorandum notes limitations in 
the data which have already been discussed.] 

Using a few very gross measures , we hypo che size that 
approximately 1 ,100,000 students completing the spring 
term L979, at least 900,000 were clearly not eligible for 
transfer to either UC or CSUC. A portion of the remaining 
200,000 students were eligible, however, and only a 
portion of these students intended to transfer. By 
contrast, about 50,000 actually did transfer. The above 
methodology will attempt to bring greater precision to 
such gross figures . 

COMPARISONS OF STUDENTS WHO DO AND DO NOT TRANSFER 



Background 

Relatively little is known about the characteristics of students who 
do not transfer to the University and State University, compared with 
those who do. Students who are eligible to transfer but do not have 
not been identified to dite . Many of them probably have educational 
and occupational objectives which do not require that they obtain a 
bachelor' s degree . A large majority of the Community College 
students are older, enrolled part time, and are employed or have 
family responsibilities, or both, which tend to preclude 
continuation of cheir education beyond the Community Colleges . 
Little is known about their motivation to pursue a bachelor's degree, 
if they did not have such constraints. The State University enrolls 
a significantly larger number of Community College transfers than- 
the University, a majority of whom enroll in a campus near the 
Community College they attended. Still, nearly one hundred thousand 
Community College students do not have a State University campus 
within commuting distance, and have a low rate of transfer. 
Statistics on fhe-flow of transfer students from Community Colleges 
to the University and the State University are displayed in Appendix 
A, in selected tables from the Commission report, CoUege-Going 
Rates in California: Fall 1978 Update . 
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FIGURE 1 
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In a recent Commission followup study of about 35,000 students in 32 
Community Colleges, an attempt was made to compare students who 
transferred to the University and the State University with the total 
sample of students who enrolled for the first time in Coiiununitv 
Colleges in Fail 1972. S7**-A-^few of the major findings were that (1) 
the transfer students were yoJnger than the total sample of Community 
College students, and those who transferred to the University were, 
on the average, younger than those who transferred to the State 
University; (2) the percentage of male transfers was Significantly 
larger than the percentage of females, and the difference was larger 
than in the total sample; (3) the percentages of Blavck and Chicanos 
in the transfer groups were smaller than the percentages among full- 
time students in the total sample; and (4) students who earned an 
associate degree had a significantly higher probability of 
transferring than those who did not get degrees. 

Plan for Obtaining Information 

A profile of Community College students who trans fer to the 
University and enroll for the fall terra will be constructed by that 
segment. The profile will contain at least the following variables: 
sex, age, ethnicity, SOP status at the University, and basis for 
admission (regular or special action, and eligible or ineligible on 
the basis of high school records). 

In the case of the State University, the profile of Community College 
transfer students enrolling in the fall term will be constructed from 
information in that segment's data base. The profile will contain at 
least the' following variables: sex, age, ethnicity, EOP status at 
the State University, student level, and discipline (for students 
transferring at the upper-division level). 

The Chancellor's Office for the Community Colleges will construct a 
profile of the students most likely to transfer from its segmental 
data base, for use in making comparisons with profiles of those who 
actually transfer, using the technique described on pages 9 and 10. 

PERSISTENCE AND PERTORMANCE OF TRANSFER STUDENTS 



Background 

To a considerable extent, the Community Colleges* rep^utation as an 
equal partner in Califo rnia public higher education with the 
University and the State University was due to the record made by 
their transfer students. The 1960 Master Plan for Highe r Education 
in Califo rnia gave the Community Colleges major responsibility for 
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providing access to lower-division education to all interested 
California residents, regardless of their prior educational 
preparacion. The planners expected the Community Colleges to 
prepare for transfer both those who might have enrolled in the 
University or the State University as freshmen under other 
conditions, and those who would have been ineligible when they 
graduated from high school. Their confidence in the Community 
Colleges stemmed from past experience in which transfer students had 
earned good scholastic records in both the University and the State 
. University. 

The University suspended its statewide reporting system on the 
performance of Community College transfer students^for two years 
because of legislation protecting the privacy of student records, 
which had been an important part of the reporting system in the past. 
In December 1978, the University reinstituted a statewide system of 
reporting to Community Colleges, including reports for the tvo 
missing years, and new proyides campus and University-wide summaries 
of the performance of students during the first year after transfer. 
The performance of transfer students who were theoretically eligible 
for University admission when they graduated from high school is com- 
pared with that of students who were not, in relation to the grade- 
point averages they earned in ^the Community Colleges. Percentages of 
transfers with University averages below C, and at B and above, are 
also provided for each campus and statewide. A "Joint 
Administration-Academic Senate Task Force on Academic Preparation in 
California High Schools and Community Colleges'* had studied the 
problems of the University providing such information following its 
appointment in February 1978, and made its final report during the 
summer of 1978. The University is continuing to seek ways to improve 
its reporting to high schools and Community Colleges, while 
protecting student privacy. 

The State University has not been able in the past to provide 
statewide information to the Community Colleges, like that provided 
by the University. However, individual campuses of the State 
University have developed regional reporting systems for many parts 
of the State, with performance reports prepared for Community 
Colleges from which most of their transfer students flow. The State 
University has not yet summarized the regional reports or aggregated 
the information into a statewide report. However, the Division of 
Institutional Research in the State University Office of the 
Chancellor released a report in May 1979 which presented a 
considerable amount of information about the persistence of 
Community College transfer students who first enrolled in the State 
University in Fall* ^1975, together with first- time freshmen who 
entered in Fall 1973. 9/ Continuation and graduation rates were 
computed through 1977-78, three years after the transfer students 
first enrolled. The lack of information about student pecformance-- 
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grade-point averages and probation or dismissal actions--is a major 
gap in 'the study, since no assumptions can be made about the academic 
standiag of transfer students who withdrew before graduation. 



Comparisons of transfer and '^native'* students — those who entered the 
institution as first-time f reshmen--are difficult to justify because 
the groups being compared are seldom comparable. Studies yielding 
such comparisons may be designed in at least three ways; (1) long- 
term followup of matched student groups entering Community Colleges 
and four-year institutions as freshmen, (2) analysis of. aative and 
transfer students who received baccalaureate degrees at a particular 
point in time, and (3) comparison of students who trans'f erred at the 
junior Level with a group of native students at that level at the 
same point in,.tirae. A major issue in making such comparisons is the 
need to insure that students in the native and transfer groups are 
adequately matched with respect to both personal and academic 
characteristics--for example, academic ability and choice of major. 
Comparisons of grade-point averages earned by native and transfer 
students may be largely invalid because of differences between the 
Community College and the four-year institution in average level of 
ability ia the two groups, the "transfer shock" experienced by many 
students who transfer between any types of institutions, and 
differences in grading policies and practices. On the other hand, 
comparisons of persistence rates in the upper division and time (or 
units, or both) required to graduate may be important for native and 
transfer students with the same majors, on the assumption that the 
groups should not differ significantly with respect to these 
measures . 



Limitations on Obtaining Information 
Transfer Student Information 

Both the University and the State University will be able 'to report 
grade-point averages for students who complete one year o€ study 
after transfer, but have no information in their segmental, data bases 
concerning the performance of students who drop out during the year 
(or at the end of the year, in the case of the State University). 

There appears -to be little likelihood that statewide performance 
data ,fo.r dropouts can be retrieved at this time, although campuses 
may be able to furnish information to the Community Colleges from 
which the students transferred. In any case, the number and 
percentage of transfer students who drop out with poor or failing 
grades are important pieces of information for evaluating transfer 
student performance. 
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A major limitation in the University and the State University 
reporting systems is -the lack of provision for analyzing transfer 
student persistence beyond the first year, to the attaininent of a 
baccalaureate degree. The State University study, Those Who Stay - 
Phase n, reports persistence and graduation rates for one entering 
group of transfer students, but does not follow them beyond the fall 
term of the third year after transfer. Plans are being made to 
follow native and transfer students on a continuing basis, at 
intervals as data become available, the University has expressed its 
intent to conduct longitudinal studies when its new corporate data 
base is in place. 

Native/Transfer Student Comparisons 

As noted earlier, a major barrier to obtaining comparison data is the 
lack of a good, operational definition of an appropriate native 
student group to use in making comparisons With transfer students. 
Ideally, groups would be matched on a series of personal and academic 
characteristics prior to comparing their persistence, grade-point 
averages, and time and units required to obtain a baccalaureate 
degree. Information in segmental data bases is no-t sufficiently 
complete or precise to allow such matching of native and transfer 
students and, when it has been attempted for research purposes, 
relatively few matches could be found. Community College students 
who transfer, particularly to the University, may differ as a group 
from their counterparts who enrolled in four-year institutions as 
freshmen in terms of scholastic aptitude, personality 
characteristics, and interests, even though they qualified for 
University admission on the basis of their high school records. 

Gross measures can be obtained for use in comparing native and 
transfer s tudents--for example, grade-point averages and graduation 
rates. In the absence of carefully matched groups, however, 
interpretation of differences between Che groups must be made with a 
great deal of caution. 

What Is Known Now 

The most recent University report to the Community Colleges, for 
transfer students in Fall 1977, showed that those who would have been 
eligible for University admission upon high school graduation earned 
a mean grade-point average of 3.35 (B+) before transfer, and a mean 
University average of 2.88 (B-) during their first year in the 
University, for a differential of -.47 or less than half a grade- 
point. Those who became eligible for University admission as 
transfer students by attending Community Colleges had a mean average 
of 3.10 before transfer and a mean University average of 2.63 for 
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their first year, also with a differential of -,47. Based on 
University statistics, it is estimated that 55 percent of the 
transfer group would have been ineligible for University admission 
as freshmen when they graduated from high. school, because of subject 
deficiencies or poor grades, or both. The remainder of the transfer 
group--45 percent — could have enrolled in the University as 
freshmen. The summary report also showed that 35 percent of the 
transfer students earned a grade-point average of 3.00 (B) or better 
during their first year at the University, while 15 percent had 
averages below C (1.99 or below) for the same period. Examples of 
summary reports to individual Community Colleges are included in 
Appendix B, together with selected summary tables . 

Persistence arid graduation rates forgone class of native and transfer 
students are given in the State University report. Those Vho Stay - 
Phase II. About one-third of the Community College transfer students 
graduated within three years from the State University campus on 
which they originally enrolled in Fall 1975, and an additional 1 
percent graduated from another State University campus within the 
same period. One-fourth of the transfer students were still enrolled 
on a State University campus the following fall, 35 percent of whom 
were on the campus^^of original enrollment three years earlier. Since 
nearly 40 percent of the Conununity College students transferred at 
the lower-division level, the number of graduates might be expected 
to increase significantly during the year following the completion 
of the study. 

Graduation rates were also computed for native and transfer students 
who graduated from high school in 1973 and were attending the State 
University in Fall 1975, having either entered as freshmen in Fall 
1973 or transferred from a Community College in Fall 1975. The 
graduation rate through 1977-78 was .50 for native students and .47 
for transfers. The graduation rates were higher for women then men 
in each group — specifically, .53 for native and ,50 for transfer 
women, compared with .46 for native and .43 for transfer males. 
Selected tables from the State University report are included in 
Appendix C. 

Plan for Obtaining Information 



Transfer Student Performance 

The University will continue its program of reporting to the 
Community Colleges on the performance of their transfer students 
which it instituted last year, while refining and improving the 
process. Sample college and summary reports for last year are shown 
in Appendix B. Refinements will include information about 




persistence beyond the first year, including time required to earn a 
baccalaureate degree. 

The State University is proposing a uniform, statewide program of 
reporting to the Community Colleges similar to that of the 
University. A sample of the proposed format is contained in Appendix 
D. Two differences between the programs are: 

1. The State University will .not produce separate performance 
reports for students who were eligible and iaeligiM.e^ f or 
freshman admission on the basis of their high school records, 
as is done by the University; and 

2. The State University data will be for transfer students who 
were still enrolled in the fall term of the year after they 
transferred, while the University performance data are for 
students who completed the first year after transfer, some of 
whom would not be enrolled in the following fall term. 

Both University and State University reports are limited with 
respect to providing information about transfer students who do not 
persist to the end of their first year (or the beginning of the 
second, in the case of the State University), in time to be useful in 
preparing this plan. The State University plans to report numbers of 
regularly admitted studenr>s who persist into the second year; 
Performance of those students admitted as exceptions will be 
summarized in a similar but separate report. State University 
campuses are also being asjced to work with Community Colleges from 
which most of their transfer students flow in an effort to provide 
information about the performance of students who do not persist into 
the second year. Univers.i'ty reports at present do not contain 
numbers of students who withdraw during or at the end of their' first 
year. Refinement of the present reporting system should make it 
possible to obtain such information, although performance data will 
not become available for the non-persisting students. 



Native/Transfer Student Comparisons 

The University is planning longitudinal studies which will yield 
comparisons of native and transfer students, to be initiated when its 
corporate data system is in place in Fall 1980. Data should become 
available in time for comparison studies for the 1982-83 or 1983-84 
transfer ci^ss, in terms of units completed; grade-point averages 
(including grade-point averages within specific ranges) ; and 
persistence beyond the first year, including time required to earn a 
baccalaureate degree. 
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The State Uaiversity is planning to follow native and transfer 
students oh a continuing basis, along the lines of analysis perfornied 
in its recent longitudinal study, Those Who Stay - Phase H . 

INFORMATION FROM INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND LTilVERSITIES 

Information about policies, practices, and volume of transfer 
students from Community Colleges to independent colleges and 
universities was furnished by John R. Thelin, Assistaat Director, 
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities, in 
a memorandum dated December 5, 1979, which appears as Appendix E. 

TIMETABLE FOR IMPLEMENTING TKE PLAN 



Eligibility as Freshmen 

High school transcripts for a sample of recent high school graduates 
enrolled as first^time freshmen in the Community Colleges in fall 
1980 will be analyzed to obtain an estimate of the number and percent 
who theoretically are eligible for admission to the University and 
the State University on the basis of their^high school records. 

Eligibility as Transfers 

An estimate of the number of potential -transfer students enrolled in 
the Community Colleges will be made in spring 1981 , using the 
techniques described in the memorandum of December 11, 1979, from the 
Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges. 

Profiles of Students Who Do and Do Not Transfer 

The University and the State University will construct profiles of 
students who transfer from the Community Colleges, beginning with 
those enrolling for the first time in the Fail Term of 1980. The 
Community Colleges will construct a profile of potential transfe^r^ 
students, as well as estimate their numbers, for use in making 
comparisons with the profiles of those who transfer. 

Transfer Student Performance 

The University will continue to produce an annual report to the 
Community Colleges similar to the one distributed in December 197&. 
The second report in the current series is planned for February 19S0. 



-13- 



2x 



The State University will begin distribution of a series of similar 
reports in the spring of 1981, the first of which will describe- the 
performance of students who transferred in the 1979 Fall Term and 
were still enrolled a. year later. 



Native/Transfer Student Comparisons 

The University expects to be able to undertake longitudinal studies 
for the 1982^83 or 1983-84 class of transfer students, the results of 
which will be useful in making native/ transfer student comparisons. 
The State University completed a native/transfer student comparison 
study in May 1979, for classes entering as freshmen in the 1973 Fall 
Term and as transfer students in the 1975 Fall Term. It plans to 
continue and expand its longitudinal data collection and analysis as 
additional data become available. 



BARRIERS TO TRANSFER AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

In the joint segmental report to the Legislature, Increasing the Rate 
and Retention of Community College Transfers from Underrepresented 
Groups , a good deal of attention was given to barriers to transfer 
and proposed solutions in the areas of outreach, admissions, 
financial aid, and support services. The latter include, in addition 
to EOP/S, academic, career/vocational, and personal counseling; 
programs and services for students with disabilities; women^s 
centers; tutorials and learning skills/assistance centers; child 
care centers; and health services. Several problems or barriers 
which were identified by the segments and sununarized in the 
Commission staff comments on the report were: 10/ 

The identification of potential transfer students was the 
first problem to be addressed in the report. The segments 
agreed that early identification of, and academic 
advisement and support services for prospective transfer 
students deserved greater attention. 

Administrative procedures constituted another problem 
area. Forms, regulations , calendars , requirements , 
standards, and criteria, particularly in the areas of 
admissions and financial aid, were believed to constitute 
barriers for some potential transfer students. 
Communication and articulation between the segments about 
such procedures were viewed as part of the problem. There 
was a feeling that some procedures and criteria were not 
wholly appropriate for the underrepresented groups. 
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More specific problems cited in the report relate to (I) 
women, vhose degree of underrepresentation varies among 
academic disciplines and ethnic groups; (2) EOPS transfer 
students, whose need for transitional services needs to 
be improved and whose unders tandiag of special admissions 
and other programs may be poor; and (3) attitudes and 
expectations, about special programs in general and about 
students with disabilities in particular. Finally, the 
segments, noted that support services lend themselves less 
readily to intersegmental cooperation than do other areas 
dealt with in the repoirt, since students do not receive 
those services until they are on the campus. Mention was 
also made of the limited amount of coordination of 
support services and programs which now takes place on 
various campuses, and the inadequacy of orientation and 
academic advising programs for Community College transfer 
students . 



Summary of Proposed Solutions 

The following summary of recommendations for overcoming the barrie 
to transfer identified in the joint segjnental report vas also 
prepared by Comniission staff as part of its comments to the 
Legislature: 11 / 

In order to do a better job of identifying potential 
transfer students from underrepresented groups, the 
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges plans to: 

1. Conunit resources in 1979-81 to expand 
significantly the Community College information 
systems in order to assess accurately the extent 
of potential transfers, through a joint statewide 
and district system to implement the 
identification of individuals who should be en- 
couraged to transfer tpage S] ; 

2. Identify and provide staff and fiscal resources to 
direc^t a concerted professional development effort 

^ among Community College counselors and faculty, 

aimed at improving the rate and retention of 
transfers from underrepresented groups, with 
priority for funding under both the EOPS Special 
Projects fund and the AB 77 (Handicapped) Program 
Development fund (page 8]; 

3. Cooperate with the Commission in the development 
of statewide community advisement centers (page 
9]; and 
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4. Identify funding sources which would permit 
intersegmental cooperation and innovation in 
identifying and recruiting potential transfer 
students (page 9] . 



Outreach 



A total of seventeen proposals have been made by the three 
segments to improve outreach, defined as activities which 
attract the attention and interest of potential students, 
while offering comprehensive information, for example, 
about opportunities for postsecondary education, admission 
requirements, and academic preparation needed for careers, 
Outreach was defined in such a way that most activities 
must be done by the four-year segments. Examples of 
proposed solutions include: (1) the cataloging and 
description of programs and services directed to 
underrepresented groups and the dissemination of such 
information to the other segments for counseling and 
advising (University and State University); (2^ the review 
and assessment of Comniuhity College co^unselor conferences 
with respect to their effectiveness in communicating with 
underrepresented groups about services offered (University 
and State University); and (3) the review and assessment 
of the level of communication and coordination between EOP 
in the University and the State University and EOPS in the 
Community Colleges. 

Additional joint efforts involving the three segments were 
described in the area of outreach , which centered on 
clarifying the use of the term ^'disadvantaged;*' 
identifying ^'disabled*' students who are prospective 
transfers; reijues^ting statistics on the sex, ethnicity, 
and physical disability, if any, in successive high school 
graduating classes; cooperation in preparing, funding, and 
distributing public service announcements ; and , in 
general, continuing discussions to insure the flow of 
information and the development of cooperative strategies 
for regional consortia* 



Admissions 



In the area of admissions, the University and the State 
University propose'd a total of fifteen actions, and the 
three segments jointly proposed four. The latter involved 
changing negative perceptions and misinformation about the 
climate of their institutions, improving communication and 



cooperacion within and between the segments, and 
maintaining an ^'ethical standard practice'' in counseling 
with respect to what is most beneficial to the student 
versus the institution. Examples of specific actions 
which were proposed are: (1) review of publications and 
admissions/ registration procedures in light of the needs 
of underrepresented groups; (2) consideration of 
innovative and experimental admission programs, including 
the more creative use of existing requirements and the 
review of special action admissions procedures ; . (3) 
attention to orientation for transfer students; and (4) 
encouragement of services such as the College Board's 
Talent Roster of Outstanding Minority Community College 
Students . 



Financial Aid 

Proposals in the area of financial aid centered on efforts 
to improve the dissemination of consumer-oriented 
financial aid information to potential transfer students, 
the elimination of barriers encountered by such students, 
the use of peer counselors from State University campuses 
to work with transfer students to obtain financial aid, 
and, in general, increasing the awareness of potential 
transfer students concerning the availability of financial 
aid. Joint efforts included work with the Student Aid 
Commission, the Postseconda ry Education Commission, and 
the federal government to simplify and standardize 
application forms and the needs analysis process, and the 
expansion of CJtreach programs with respect to obtaining 
financial aid. 

Support Services^^ 

Support services for minorities and other disadvantaged 
students have tended to be centered in EOP/S , some 
federally funded programs, and, more recently, student 
affirmative action. In addition to EOP/S, the segments 
offer support services which may include academic , 
career/vocational, and personal counseling; programs and 
services for students with disabilities; women's centers; 
tutorials and learning ski lis/ assistance centers ; child 
care centers; and health services . The Community Colleges 
state in the report that they have developed a wider array 
of support services to meet the needs of all students than 
have the other segments. Six actions were proposed 
jointly by the three segments. These dealt with (1) 



improving data collection procedures to facilitate the 
analysis of persistence and performaace by the 
underrepresented groups; (2) extending Campus wide the 
successful special-program approaches to support services; 
(3) improving counseling and advising for prospective 
transfer students; (4) securing federal and institutional 
funding for TRIO programs, if those now in operation are 
found to be successful; (5) encouragiag women to enter 
fields which have traditionally been dominated by males; 
and (6) seeking funds to implement plans in the segmental 
reports on aiding students with disabilities, which were 
mandated by the Legislature in ACR 201. - ^ 
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Report to the Policy Evaluation Conmiittee, 
California Posts econdary Education Commission 
September 16, 1979 



Flow of Transfer Students From the California Community 
Colleges to the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State University and Colleges (Fall 197S) 



Numbers of Community College Students Who Transferred 
to the University of California and the California State 
University and Colleges, 1965-1978, Together With Num- 
bers of First-Time Freshmen 



APPENDIX A 

Flow of Transfer Students Froni'the Cal-ifornia Community CoUeges to 
the University of California and the California 
State University and Colleges 
(Fall 1978) 
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Ezcplanatory Notes 

California Connnunity Collage enrollments for Fall 1978 
were obcained from an enrollment reporr submitted annually 
to Che Department of Finance by the Chancellor's Office. 

Fall 1978 data for the University of Califorriia were obtained 
from an enrollnent report submitted by the University to the 
California Department of Finance. 

Information for the California State University and Col- 
lages was obtained from Table 9, Undergraduate Transfers 
from California Community Colleges, Fall 1978, published 
in. the 1978-79 Statistical Report Number 8, ^'Origin of 
1978 Fall Term Enrollments/' 



ERLC 



2 J 



APPENDIX A_ 



Flow of Transfer Students From the California Cornmunity Colleges to 
the University of California and the California 
State University and Colleges 
(Fall 1978) 
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•Students not identified by Social Security Number in Fall 1973. Campus data not included in totals. 
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.265 


86 
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52 
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65 


.034 
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Sonoma 


418 


86 
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.065 
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38 


.245 


9 
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.303 / 


Systemwfde 
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.265 
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.031 


.296 



^Students not identified by Social Security Mumber m 1973. Campus data not mciuded in locals. 



Note: Graduation rates may not add horizontally "to -to^al due to independent rounding. 



TABLE 12 



CONTINUATION RATES OF FALL 1975 CSUC UNDERGRADUATE TRANSFERS 
FROM CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES, 
FOR SUCCESSIVE FALL TERMS 
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TABUE 13 



irflReE-YEAR GRADUATION RATES OF FALL 1975 CSUC 
UNOERGRAOUATE TRANSFERS BY CSUC CAMPUS 
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Note: Graduation rates may not add horizontally due :o independent rounding. 
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COMPARISON OF "NATIVE" AND "TRANSFER" STUDENTS 

In order to comPare graduation raiej of "native" and "tranjfir" 
studtnu, :ample$ wire selected from the two study groups. The Fall 
1973 fir$t«timt freshmen ("native") who graduated from high 
school in 1973 and wera in attendance at a CSUC campus in Fall 
1975 were compared with California Community College transfers 
who had graduated from fiigh school in 1973 and transferred to 
CSUC in Fall 1975. The graduation rates for these students, within 
five years after graduation from high school, were .488 for 
"transfer" students and .499 for "native'* students. 



FIGURE L: GRAOUATION RATES.OF "NATIVE" AND "TRANSFER" STUOENTS 
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TABLE 21 

COMPARISON OF GRAOUATION RATES OF "NATIVE" 
AND "TRANSFER" STUDENTS 

Enrolled 



Fall Graduation Rates 

197S Through 1977-78 

Native Students^ 

Male 6.074 <459 

Fdmall 7.018 ,334 

Total 13.090 ,49.9 ^ 

Transfers* 

Male 3.070 .430 

Female 3.043 .S05 

Total 8.113 .468 . 



Fall 1973 first-time freshmen in attendance Fait 1975. 
*Fall 1975 CCC transfers who graduated from high school m 1973. 
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APPENDIX D 



The California State University and Colleges First-Time 
Student Performance Report—Undergraduate Transfers 
(Proposed Format) 
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APPENDIX E 



Letter from the Association of Independent 
California Colleges and Universities 

on 

The Independent Campuses and the Community College 
Transfer Students: Policy, Practices, and Patterns 



B*-'aQICCU 

• flSSOCIflTlflfJ Of IHOEPENOEHT CflUfOflNIfl COLUGES 8H0 UNIVERSITIES 

17 SIOOAHOIUOW OlIVC $A«TA AMA CAUlfOHWIA «7« • TCl£?HO«( (714) 5U*7770 

; 

5 December 1979 



TO: Dorothy M, Kaoeli 

California Postsecondary Education Commission 

FROM: John R. Thelin 

Assistant Director, AlCCU 

RE: 

The Independent Campuses and the Community College 
Transfer Students: Policy, Practices, and Patterns 



The AICCU Research Staff has prepared and submitted this 
summary report to the CPEC Task Force on Admissions and^ 
Articulation to demonstrate the independent college and 
university segment's concern and involvement with increasing 
the rate and retention of community college transfer studentis* 
Our report attempts to provide information in two areas: 

* Published and public statements of policy toward 
community college transfers which have been dis- 
tributed by AICCU and by its (nembec institutions, 

* Data which contributes to analysis of the extent 
to which the publications and policy statements 
are being pursued and fulfilled. 

Together, these two areas enable statewide planning in higher 
education to gauge the size and significance of the independent 
campuses in articulation — and to identify better both 
problems and solution strategies. Specifically, we have 
investigated and prepared the data with the following questions 
in mind: 

♦ Significance: To what extent have the independent 
campuses played a numerically important role in 
community college transfer patterns? 

♦ Accomodation: How many spaces (and what • percentage of 
total undergraduate spaces) have AICCU institutions 
provided for prospective community college transfer 
students? 
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* Access : Have the independent campuses encouraged 
cormnunity college transfer applicants/ with 
special attention to the needs and questions 
which these students bringf to the four-year 
institution? Cn other words, have the independent 
campuses gone beyond merely **making space 
available" toward comprehensive provision for 
attracting, informing, and admitting the ccmatunity 
college students? 

• Attractiveness: Given* the above efforts made by 
the independent campuses, to what extant have 
the curricula, programs, and educational oppor- 
tunities offered by the campuses been perceived 
(and accepted) by the conununity college transfer 
students as worthwhile and realistic? 



Since AICCU is not a system, it is neither possible nor 
proper to posit a single set of standards by which the 
AICCU member institutions appraise transcripts and edu- 
cational records presented by community college transfer 
students* We do find, however, that the 5 6 member insti-tutions 
do share a general commitment ±o encouraging applications 
from community college* transfer students. For example, 
each year AICCU publishes and distributes an elaborate 
informational brochure designed especially for the community 
college transfer student. .Attached for the Task Force's 
perusal is a sample copy of When It's Time to Transfer > . > 
Consider Going Independent s According to the AICCU Publica-bions 
staff, copies of the brochure were distributed as follows: 

20 #000 brochures were printed and distributed in 1978 • 

The Counseling Office and Career Center at each 

California Community College were sent cover letters 

with invitation and instruction for ordering copies , gratus > 

Furthermore, the AICCU Counselor's Directory and Handbook 
has been sent to community colleges throughout the state. 
Both the student brochure and the counselor's directory 
provide information on specific campuses and on programs, 
financial aid, deadlines which are of general interest. 

Directors of Admissions at AICCU member institutions report 
that participation m and representation at College Fairs 
and College Days sponsored by community colleges are 
regular and recurrent parts of the admissions staff 
activities • 
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A ceviaw of admissions offices and practices in the AICCU 
Directory indicates that each four-i^ear undergraduate 
college does have provision for accepting applications 
from community college transfers — either at the same 
-time that applications from high school seniors are received, 
or, in some cases. Directors of Admissions have added 
times througlicut the year when transfer applications are 
considered. 

Community College transfer students constitute a significant 
part of the undergraduate enrollment within AICCU institutions. 
Our survey of 39 independent colleges and universities which 
offer the bachelor's degree includes the following data for 
Fall 1978: 

* 3,066 community college transfer students enrolled 
at AICCU campuses 

How significant is this figure? During the same academic 
period, the 39 AICCO institutions enrolled 15,266 students. 
Hence, in a given academic year, community college transfer 
students represented more than one-third of all undergraduates 
who enrolled for the first time in California's inuapendent 
campuses . 

We know of no benchmark which signifies wholly sound policy 
or practice in an undergraduate college's mix of enxollees 
from secondary school and -from community college transfers. 
However, if one assumes that parity achieves balance, a 
ratio of community college transfers enrolled to first time 
freshmen enrolled does provide a useful index; i.e., a 
campus which enrolled the same number of community college 
transfers as it enrolls freshmen from secondary school would 
have an index of 1.0. Using this indicator, our survey 
reveals the following configurations: * 

» Over 73X cf the AICCU institutions have an index 
of 0.25 or better 

» Over 4-5*' of the AICCU instifeutions have an index 
of 0.50 or better 

• Over 19* of the AICCU institu-tions have an index 
of 0.75 or better 

" over 16*- of the AICCU institutions have an index 
of 0.90 or better 
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' The Index for aii AICCU institutions surveyed 
is 0.53 

Enrollment figures reveal only pact- of the complex process 
of student choice and institutional attraction. By looking 
at the application and admissions figures which accompany 
the 8,066 community college transfers who enrolled ac the 
independent campuses we can obtain increasingly sophisticated 
analyses of the multiple step process in college choice 
and college attendance. 

Survey data suggests that AICCU institutions succeeded in 
attracting applications from community college transfer 
students, and that these applicants qualified for admission 
at a high rate. Specifically, 18,312 community college 
transfer students applied, for admission; from that apolicant 
pool, 13,300 were ofered admission, and 3,066 accepted 
the offer. Translated into percentages, almost 75* of 
the community college transfers who applied to AICCU camcuses 
we're granted admission; and, almost 60% chose to enroll." 
Clearly, this demonstrates a good match between institutions 
and individuals. We do not discern any syndrome whereby 
community college transfer applicants are given false 
hopes or unrealistic counsel; i.e., those who have chosen 
to apply usually are offered admission, and usually choose 
to enroll. 

The aggregate data masks a number of interesting and important 
campus case studies. Mills College, a liberal arts college 
for women in Oakland, indicates the accessibility which the 
four-year independent campus holds for California's community 
college transfer students. Mills College received appli- 
cations from 200 community college transfer students; 160 
were offered admission, and 110 chose to enroll. This was 
an application/ admission yield of 0.30 and an admission/ 
enrollment yield of 0.'6*9. And, Mills College's entering - . 
freshman class was 19'0 — suggesting admirable balance and 
mix in institutional composition. 

In ma.ny cases, a community college transfer applicant stands 
a better chance of gaining admission to a college than does 
a secondary school senior who applies for freshman admission. 
At Pomona College, for example, 47* of appLicancs for fresh- 
man admission were offered admission; during the same year, 
49* of the community college transfer applicants were offered 
admission. A similar pattern emerges in the data for the 
University of Southern California where 5 ;if of the freshman • 
applicants were admitted and 56* of the community college 
transfer students who applied were admitted. 
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As suggested by the index summaries presented on page 3/ 
a number of AICCU member institutions have exceptionally 
high numbers and percen-feages of students who transferred 
from community colleges* Golden Gate Universi-ty in San 
Francisco enrolled 55 freshmen last year, while enrolling 
311 community college transfer students. This is an index 
of 5.65. 

These summaries and inventories offer a positive and en- 
couraging preliminary answer to the questions of access, 
accomodation, and attractiveness which the independent 
four-year campuses hold for those students at California's 
community collages who wish to pursue the bachelor's degree* 
One area to which we would like to bri.ng your research 
and your discussion is that of information and counsel 
which ^community college transfer students receive while 
enrolled at the community college; i.e., do these students 
receive sufficient information and advice concerning the 
independent colleges as an option? Are the advising and 
counsel staffs at California's ccmmunity colleges aware of 
and supportive of the diverse and sound educational programs 
available to their advisees and ccunselees? Cooperation 
at this crucial juncture will be integral to increasing 
the rate of transfer from the community college to the in- 
dependent four-year campus. 
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APPENDIX F 

Numbers of Community College Students Who Transferred to the 
University of California and the California State 
University and Colleges, 1965-1978, Together 
With Numbers of First-Time Freshmen 



Explanatory Motes 

1. Information about numbers of first-time freshmen and 
transfer students in the State University was obtained 
from the most recent California State University and 
Colleges Statistical Abstract (July 1978) and Report 
8 of the 1978-79 Statistical Report of the State Uni- 
versity, "Origin of 1973 Fall Term Enrollments." 

2* Similar information for University of California students 
through rail 1973 was obtained from these same sources. 
Information for subsequent years was obtained from Uni- 
versity internal reports and worksheets, except for 
1977 and 1973 transfer student data which were obtained 
from reports submitted by the University to the California 
Department of Finance. 



APPENDIX F 

Numbers of Ccrnmunity College Students .Who Transferred to the 
University of California and tlie California State 
University and Colleges, 1965-1978, Together 
With Numbers of First-Time Freshmen from 
California High Schools 
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